Long-term data record of Kinneret Epilimnetic Zooplankton biomass distribution and fish stock assessment was analyzed. The objective is aimed at defining the representativeness of the present sampling stations distribution for the measure of the entire Lake Kinneret zooplankton biomass. Previous studies documented the preeminence of temperature and fish predation impacts on zooplankton density: water temperature through growth rate trait and fish predation. Acoustic surveys indicated that fish shoals are mostly inhabiting the Peripheral region and much less the central part of the Kinneret pelagial. Due to fish zooplanktivory, densities of planktonic crustacean in the Pelagial periphery presented by 5 -7 sampling stations are low. Nevertheless, large central lake area with higher densities of zooplankton biomass is presented by only one station. Therefore, stations average is incorrect as is total lake measure. The average result as indicated presently as total zooplankton biomass in lake Kinneret is, therefore, underestimated. Two optional corrective suggestions are concluded: 1) Additional sampling stations in the central part of the Pelagial region; 2) Usage of station value of aerial coefficient (promoter).
Introduction
The long-term Record of Zooplankton, as part of the scientific routine comprehensive limnological research of the Lake Kinneret ecosystem [1] , was started by (Figure 1 ). Additional requirements were considered for allocation of sampling station, such as the Jordan River inlet and outlet or sub-lacustrine salty spring inflows or the Intake of the National Water Carrier. Nevertheless, fish distribution was not concluded in the consideration of the sampling station spatial distribution. Moreover, the study of fish distribution in Lake Kinneret and stock assessment by Acoustic Technology was initiated almost 20 years later [2] [3] . In this paper, the impact of the relationships between the zooplankton biomass density (LKDB 1969 (LKDB -2016 and fish assemblage distribution on sampling program design is discussed. Two periods were analyzed: 1) 1969-1985; 2) 1986-1995. The reason for the split between these two periods is technical: the formal data set of the 1 st period include partial Hypolimnetic sampling and it was necessary to remove hypolimnetic data (below Thermocline); after 1985 due to financial limitations 
Material and Methods
The zooplankton sampling procedure is given in Gophen [11] and Gophen and
Azoulay [12] . The data in tables 1 & 2 illustrate the sampling capacity and statistical evaluation (mean) of zooplankton (Table 1-annually; Table 2 
. All data discussed in this paper were due to a similar water layer thickness (Epilimnion) and are, therefore, feasibly comparative. The documented reports of the original zooplankton raw date were recorded and computerized on tapes ) [12] .
The usage of biomass parameters of fish and its food consumption in an ecosystem with respect to long-term impacts is essential. Nevertheless, due to technical difficulties (calibration), fish data is not given by biomass but numerically. The biomass approach to the ecosystem long-term analysis of zooplankton-fish interrelation is essential because fish food (zooplankton) consumption rate is more biomass than numerically dependent. The study was restricted just to the Epi- C.V. SD X = and:
Comparative analysis between stations and periods was carried out by Test of significance known as "null hypothesis" which is assessing the strength of the evidence against it. The "null hypothesis" is a definition of "no effect" or "no outcome at least as far from expected if "no difference" (null hypothesis; H 0 ) was true, the computed value of p (probability) assuming H 0 is true. Therefore, the smaller the p-value is, the stronger is the evidence against null hypothesis (H 0 ) provided by the data. Practically, if p < 0.05, H 0 is rejected, indicating that differences truly existed, and if p > 0.05, "no difference" is accepted.
Results
A summary of acoustic surveys carried out in Lake Kinneret during 1987-2005
[2] are presented in Figure 2 and in Figure 3 [3] . The documented data are due to the most (>95%) common fish size frequencies monitored as <40 -60 dB
Transducer Recordings. These size frequencies are mostly due to Sardine (Lavnun; Mirogrex terraesanctae terraesanctae; Acanthobrama lissneri) and other 
Discussion
The inverse relation between Zooplankton Biomass and fish (mostly Bleaks) densities was widely documented in previous studies. An increase of fish densities in the lake started from 1998 ( Figure 2 ) when zooplankton (mostly prey favoured Cladocerans) started a decline [30] , Figure 3) . Moreover, during 1970-1993 a significant high harvest (app. 1000 tons per annum) of bleaks was recorded. Probably reflecting a productive stock biomass producing intensive pressure on zooplankton which continuously declined. Nevertheless optimal conditions for zooplankton growth dynamics was indicated except fish predation. An alternative option is to give each station a value of aerial coefficient (promo-Open Journal of Modern Hydrology ter) for the calculation of total lake biomass.
Summary and Conclusions
The grand total average of zooplankton biomass in all sampling stations (A, C 
